

















Reconsideration of the Criteria of Article 26 Stipulated
in the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights :




Equality right is one of the most dominant norms of international human rights law. The
Human Rights Committee has continuously engaged in the development of this right which is
set out in article 26 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. Many dis-
courses have tried to clarify the criteria of the Human Rights Committee in this article, but
they seem to be still unclear.
The author will attempt to examine the criteria of the Human Rights Committee in this
article mainly through the consideration of individual communications, and clarify the norm
of equality right to some extent in international human rights law.
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